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Abstract 
Online dating services enable individuals to use the internet to find a romantic partner, 
which results in an abundance of potential online romantic partners. This overload of 
potential romantic partners increases temptation and ease with which an initial partner 
choice can be reversed (i.e., a decrease in choice satisfaction regarding initial partner 
choice). Not only characteristics of the choice itself, also individual differences in 
decisiveness could affect choice satisfaction. This experiment investigates the effects of 
individual differences in decisiveness (action versus state orientation) and choice 
reversibility on dating choice satisfaction, while drawing on decision reversibility and 
action control theory frameworks. Participants were instructed to review 24 profiles on an 
online dating website and choose a potential romantic partner. Subsequently, participants 
filled in a questionnaire regarding action-/state-orientation of the individual. Participants’ 
decisions were characterized as either reversible or irreversible. A week after making a 
selection, no difference was found in experienced choice satisfaction between state 
oriented individuals (versus action oriented individuals) in a(n) (ir)reversible condition.  
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(In)decisive People and Reversible Choices; 
an Online Match Made in Heaven? 
In a world where the internet appears to continuously play a bigger role in our 
lives, everything seems to be available at the click of a button. Where only a few years 
ago just a handful of people had heard of Amazon, Facebook or Google, nowadays many 
people cannot imagine everyday life without these companies. The shift from offline to 
online is also discernible on a social level; more and more people are looking for a 
romantic partner online (Forbes, 2016). With online dating services such as OkCupid, 
Match.com and Tinder, the signup form for these services seems to be the biggest hurdle 
an individual has to take before given access to literally thousands of potential romantic 
partners. 
This abundance of potential online romantic partners increases the temptation and 
ease with which an initial partner choice can be reversed (Ansari & Klinenberg, 2015). 
For instance, when a current choice of potential partner appears to be a turnoff, it would 
be tempting to reverse this choice and start another online romantic engagement instead. 
Indeed, people prefer having the option to change their minds when making decisions and 
believe that having the option to do so will not affect the satisfaction they derive from 
their choice (Gilbert & Ebert, 2002). In reality however, reversible situations obstruct 
individuals to initiate the psychological processes that help establish choice satisfaction. 
This results in decreased choice satisfaction when people are given the option to reverse 
their decision (Bullens & van Harreveld, 2016; D'Angelo & Toma, 2016; Gilbert & 
Ebert, 2002). For example, photography students predicted that the option to change their 
mind regarding a favoured print, would not affect the degree to which they liked the 
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print. However, students who could change the outcome (i.e., change the print) were 
found to experience decreased liking for the print they eventually chose, compared to 
students who did not have the opportunity to change the print. 
Not only attributes of the choice itself (i.e. whether the choice is reversible or 
not), also the attributes of the individual who faces the choice could affect choice 
satisfaction. One of these attributes is decisiveness (also referred to as action- versus state 
orientation). The decisiveness of an individual could possibly influence choice 
satisfaction, since there are psychological constructs (e.g., spreading of alternatives, 
working memory capacity and the demandingness of a situation) related to reversibility, 
which are also found to be related to action- versus state orientation (Beckman & Kuhl, 
1984; Bullens, van Harreveld, & Förster, 2011; Bullens, van Harreveld, Förster and van 
der Pligt, 2013; D’Angelo & Toma, 2016; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002; Jostmann & Koole, 
2007; Koole, Jostman, & Baumann, 2012). These similarities make it worthwhile to 
examine a possible moderating effect of decisiveness in (ir)reversible settings. Therefore, 
the purpose of the current study is to examine the effect of decisiveness on choice 
satisfaction in reversible versus irreversible choice situations.  
Reversibility Effect 
The changeability of a decision can greatly affect choice satisfaction. In general, 
individuals prefer to be able to change their mind at a later point in time (Gilbert & Ebert, 
2002). For instance, individuals prefer to have the opportunity to return purchased 
products, to take advantage of trial periods for services and to sign temporary contracts. 
The theory of the psychological immune system (Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & 
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Wheatley, 1998) provides a possible explanation as to why individuals who make 
reversible decisions experience decreased choice satisfaction.  
The psychological immune system causes individuals who made a decision to 
experience increased positive feelings towards the chosen option and its outcome (Gilbert 
et al, 1998). However, this psychological immune system does not appear to operate 
when decisions are reversible, resulting in decreased choice satisfaction and an absence 
of positive feelings towards the chosen option and (Gilbert and Ebert, 2002). 
 One of the most vigorous triggers for the psychological immune system is 
whether the outcome is changeable or not (Frey, 1981; Frey, Kumpf, Irle, & Gniech, 
1984; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002). When individuals feel like they face a potential suboptimal 
outcome of their decision, they are likely to change the outcome (when possible). When it 
is not possible to change the outcome, individuals are more likely to change their attitude 
regarding the initial outcome (Gilbert & Ebert, 2002). For example, when a match on an 
online dating platform leads to a first date and you find out that said person smokes on a 
daily basis, it would be easier to reverse your decision and choose another match from the 
online dating platform (i.e., change the outcome of the decision and choose a match who 
does not smoke). However, when you found out your spouse for 4 years secretly has been 
smoking, you are more likely to change your attitude regarding smoking (i.e., change the 
attitude regarding the outcome), thus, triggering the psychological immune system 
(D'Angelo & Toma, 2016; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002). 
Spreading of alternatives & the reversibility effect. The psychological immune 
system elaborates on the cognitive dissonance theory, where individuals report increased 
attractiveness of the chosen option and reduce the attractiveness of alternatives after 
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making a decision (Brehm, 1956). This phenomenon is referred to as “spreading of 
alternatives” (Brehm, 1956). However, spreading of alternatives only seems to occur 
when decisions are irreversible (Bullens et al., 2013; Frey, 1981; Frey, 1986; Frey et al., 
1984; Frey & Rosch, 1984; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002). For example, students who had the 
opportunity to change their mind later on about which movie they would like to watch, 
engaged less in spreading attractiveness of alternatives than students that were not given 
the option to change their mind (Bullens et al., 2013). 
Working memory capacity & the reversibility effect.  Another explanation for the 
reduced workings of the psychological immune system, and thus reduced choice 
satisfaction, could be that reversible decisions impair working memory capacity (i.e., the 
ability to devote attention to a certain task while excluding task-irrelevant thoughts; 
Engle, 2001; Bullens et al., 2011). When working memory capacity is low, individuals 
devote less attention to performing a task than when working memory capacity is high. 
These effects of decreased working memory capacity also occur when an individual has 
recently made a reversible decision (Bullens & van Harreveld, 2016). Moreover, working 
memory capacity was found to mediate the degree to which people experience feelings of 
regret after making a reversible decision (Bullens et al., 2011). More specific, after 
making a reversible decision, individuals with low working memory capacity experience 
more regret than individuals with high working memory capacity (Bullens et al., 2011). 
Decisiveness: Action Control Theory 
One factor that could moderate the effects of choice reversibility on choice 
satisfaction is a persons’ tendency towards action orientation versus state orientation. The 
action control theory suggests that demanding situations (such as deciding which online 
(IN)DECISIVE PEOPLE AND REVERSIBLE CHOICES; AN ONLINE MATCH MADE IN HEAVEN? 
 
6 
 
romantic partner suits best) can either evoke an action-oriented or a state-oriented 
approach (Koole et al., 2012). Action-oriented individuals react positively to demanding 
situations (i.e., situations that require an individual to take action). This results in ongoing 
behaviour being guided by high-level goals and intentions, which increases self-
regulatory efficiency (Koole et al., 2012). State-oriented individuals react negatively to 
demanding situations (e.g., a forced choice). This prevents ongoing behaviour being 
guided by high-level goals and intentions, leading to a decrease in self-regulatory 
efficiency (Koole et al., 2012). As a result, state-oriented individuals’ behaviour is 
stimulus-driven and guided by behavioural routines (Koole et al., 2012). 
As far as we know, action versus state orientation has not yet been studied within the 
context of the reversibility effect. There are, however, indications that action versus state 
orientation could moderate the reversibility effect. Several processes that are underlying 
the reversibility effect have been found to be different for action- versus state-oriented 
individuals (Beckman & Kuhl, 1984; Bullens et al., 2011; Bullens, Van Harreveld, 
Förster and Van der Pligt, 2013; D’Angelo & Toma, 2016; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002; 
Jostmann & Koole, 2007; Koole et al., 2012). 
Spreading of alternatives. One of the processes that has been related to both the 
reversibility effect and action versus state orientation, is the spreading of alternatives. 
According to Festinger (1957, as cited in Kuhl & Beckman, 1984), the effects of 
spreading alternatives (i.e., increased attractiveness of the chosen option and reduced 
attractiveness of alternative options) only occur after a final decision has been made (i.e., 
an irreversible decision). However, Kuhl & Beckmann (1984) found support that similar 
effects also occur before making a final decision; action-oriented individuals were found 
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to increase divergence between preferred alternatives (i.e., a tentative decision) and 
alternatives they do not prefer. This divergence entails a focus on the positive aspects of 
an individuals’ tentative decision, while also focusing on the negative aspects of 
alternative decisions. As a result, action-oriented individuals report increased 
attractiveness regarding their tentative decision. This large divergence in attractiveness of 
alternatives increases the ease with which an individual is able to put a tentative decision 
into action (Gerard, Blevans & Malcolm, 1964). Moreover, action-oriented individuals 
increase divergence between a tentative decision and alternatives over time, resulting in 
increased attractiveness regarding the preferred option (Kuhl & Beckman, 1984). 
In contrast, state-oriented individuals do not show these effects of increased 
divergence between a preferred alternative and alternatives they do not prefer. 
Furthermore, state-oriented individuals focus on all aspects of alternatives when making a 
decision and are therefore more prone to complete information processing. Opposed to 
action-oriented individuals, state-oriented do not increase attractiveness regarding their 
tentative choice and divergence between alternatives remains unchanged over time (Kuhl 
& Beckman, 1984). So, state-oriented individuals are less likely to engage in spreading of 
alternatives, when compared to action-oriented individuals. For example, students in 
search of an apartment were shown 16 apartments along with a list containing 
information about the alternatives. Subsequently, they rated the attractiveness of each 
apartment twice before indicating which apartments they would like to rent. Action-
oriented students increased divergence of their attractiveness ratings from the first time to 
the second time of evaluation. State-oriented students however, did not increase 
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divergence in attractiveness ratings from the first to second time of evaluation (Kuhl & 
Beckman, 1984). 
According to Brehm (1956), spreading of alternatives occurs to reduce cognitive 
dissonance. However, Kuhl & Beckmann (1984) propose that the phenomenon of 
spreading of alternatives prior to making a decision is not necessarily to reduce cognitive 
dissonance, but could also be due to “incentive escalation” (Kuhl, 1984). Incentive 
escalation increases chances that the preferred option is executed or chosen before it 
could be replaced by other attractive alternatives (Kuhl & Beckmann, 1984).  
To conclude, action-oriented individuals are more likely to engage in spreading of 
alternatives than state-oriented individuals (Kuhl & Beckman, 1984). At the same time, 
spreading of alternatives occurs more often for irreversible than for reversible decisions 
(Bullens, et al., 2013; Frey, 1981; Frey, 1986; Frey et al., 1984; Frey & Rosch, 1984; 
Gilbert & Ebert, 2002). This is a first indication that action versus state orientation might 
moderate the effects of reversibility.  
Unfinished goals and working memory capacity. Another indication that action 
versus state orientation might moderate the reversibility effect, can be found in the notion 
that reversible decisions can be interpreted as unfinished goals (Bullens et al., 2011). 
Action- and state-oriented individuals differ in how they approach and accomplish goals 
(Ruigendijk & Koole, 2014). After an intention to approach or accomplish a goal has 
been formed, an individual needs to maintain this intention in working memory capacity 
(i.e., cognitively accessible), while enactment upon the goal needs to be postponed to 
avoid premature action (Goschke & Kuhl, 1993). Therefore, cognitively maintaining an 
intention results in inhibited automatic behavioral routines or ‘volitional inhibition’, 
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which need to be released before being able to enact goals flexible and efficiently (Kuhl 
& Kazén, 1999). Opposed to action-oriented individuals, state-oriented individuals are 
less capable of releasing this inhibition, resulting in reduced capability to execute 
difficult intended actions in a flexible and context-sensitive manner. In other words, state-
individuals are more prone to “over-maintain” (Ruigendijk & Koole, 2014) their 
intentions, leading them to be preoccupied by their intentions, resulting in reduced 
capability to achieve their goals. For example, state-oriented individuals who had a strong 
intention focus made more errors during a Stroop task, opposed to state-oriented 
individuals who had a weak intention focus. Contrary, action-oriented individuals showed 
no evidence of over-maintaining their intentions during the Stroop task (Ruigendijk & 
Koole, 2014).  
When people interpret reversible decisions as unfinished goals, their working 
memory capacity is reduced. This reduction in working memory capacity results in the 
experience of regret (Bullens et al., 2011). At the same time, state-oriented people are 
more prone to cognitively maintain unfinished goals than action-oriented people, thus 
reducing working memory capacity (Ruigendijk & Koole, 2014). This is a second 
indication that individual differences in action versus state orientation might moderate the 
reversibility effect. 
Another factor that could explain why reversible decisions impair working memory 
capacity is the notion that reversible decisions could be experienced as more demanding 
when compared to irreversible decisions (Bullens et al., 2011). The degree to which a 
situation is demanding was found to regulate working memory capacity, resulting in 
state-oriented individuals to “choke under pressure” (Jostmann & Koole, 2006). More 
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specific, state-oriented individuals experienced reduced working memory capacity in a 
high demanding context, compared to state-oriented individuals in a low demanding 
context. In contrast to state-oriented individuals, action-oriented individuals experienced 
improved working memory capacity when in high demanding context and poorer 
working memory capacity when in low demanding context. For instance, in two studies, 
participants were asked to either visualize a demanding or an accepting interaction 
partner. Subsequently, participants had to perform a test indicating their working memory 
capacity. After visualizing a demanding interaction partner, state-oriented individuals 
were found to have reduced working memory capacity when compared to state-oriented 
individuals who visualized an accepting partner. Unlike state-oriented individuals, action-
oriented individuals were found to have increased working memory capacity when 
visualizing a demanding interaction partner, when compared to action-oriented 
individuals who visualized an accepting partner (Koole et al, 2012).  
To conclude, state-oriented individuals display reduced working memory capacity in 
high demanding situations. Concurrently, individuals who recently made a reversible 
decision are found to have reduced working memory capacity. This is a third indication 
that individual differences in action versus state orientation might moderate the 
reversibility effect. 
Hypotheses 
The current study aims to support the main research question; To what extent does 
decisiveness moderate choice satisfaction in (ir)reversible decision situations? This 
research question leads to the following hypotheses: 
(IN)DECISIVE PEOPLE AND REVERSIBLE CHOICES; AN ONLINE MATCH MADE IN HEAVEN? 
 
11 
 
H1: Individuals in the irreversible condition report greater choice satisfaction 
when compared to individuals in the reversible condition. Numerous studies has found 
support for the reversibility effect. Since the current study experimentally manipulates the 
reversibility of a decision, we predict to find support for the reversibility effect (Bullens 
& van Harreveld, 2016; D'Angelo & Toma, 2016; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002). 
H2: (a)State-oriented individuals are more satisfied with their choice in the 
irreversible condition, in comparison to the reversible condition, (b)whereas there is no 
significant difference in level of choice satisfaction between the reversible- and 
irreversible condition for action-oriented individuals. We predict that state-oriented are 
more susceptible to the effects of reversible decisions due to reduced spreading of 
alternatives, impaired working memory, a different approach to (unfinished) goals and a 
difference in dealing with demanding situations, when compared to action-oriented 
individuals (Beckman & Kuhl, 1984; Bullens et al., 2011; Bullens, et al., 2013; D’Angelo 
& Toma, 2016; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002; Jostmann & Koole, 2007; Koole et al., 2012). 
H3: (a) State-oriented individuals are less satisfied in the reversible condition, in 
comparison to action-oriented individuals. (b)whereas, there is no significant difference 
in level of choice satisfaction between state-oriented individuals and action-oriented 
individuals in the irreversible condition. We predict that state-oriented are more 
susceptible to the effects of reversible decisions due to reduced spreading of alternatives, 
impaired working memory, a different approach to (unfinished) goals and a difference in 
dealing with demanding situations, when compared to action-oriented individuals. These 
individual differences are expected to show a difference in choice satisfaction amongst 
state- and action-oriented individuals (Beckman & Kuhl, 1984; Bullens et al., 2011; 
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Bullens, et al., 2013; D’Angelo & Toma, 2016; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002; Jostmann & 
Koole, 2007; Koole et al., 2012). 
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Method 
Participants  
All participants (N = 131) were heterosexual females between the age of 18 and 
30 (M = 25.97, SD = 3.37) who were interested in finding a romantic partner (online). 
Participants were recruited using an online subject pool (i.e., Prolific) to ensure 
participants met the demographics-criteria. After completing both studies, participants 
were compensated with € 3,- per half hour. 
Design and procedure  
This study entails a two-group between (irreversible decision versus reversible 
decision) and within (time 1 versus time 2) subjects design with individual differences in 
decisiveness as a moderator and regret and satisfaction as the dependent variables. 
Participants were allocated to a reversible (N = 69) or irreversible (N = 62) condition 
through randomization software. The experiment consisted of two parts (time 1 and time 
2), which took place one week apart from each other. For the first part of the study, 
participants read and agreed upon informed consent and read the cover story. The cover 
story read that participants were testing a new dating website (see appendix A). The 
participants then filled in a questionnaire on demographics and dating experiences (which 
could be possible covariates). D’Angelo & Toma (2016) found that, in an online dating 
context, the reversibility effect only occurred when the number of options to choose from 
was large (i.e., 24 options) instead of small (i.e., 6 options). Therefore, participants were 
presented with 24 male dating profiles. Participants could only review one dating profile 
at a time. After reviewing the 24 profiles, the participant had to pick one dating profile to 
be ’matched’ to. Before making a choice, participants were instructed that they could 
change their decision (reversible condition) the next week or were told their decision was 
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permanent (irreversible condition). After making a final decision, participants were asked 
to fill in a survey regarding choice satisfaction. Subsequently, they filled in a survey to 
measure action orientation and a manipulation check regarding to what extent 
participants perceived their choice to be reversible. 
 Exactly one week later (time 2), participants read the same cover story as in the 
first part of the study and were informed again that they could change their earlier 
decision later on (reversible condition) or not (irreversible condition). They were then 
presented with the profile they had selected one week earlier. To ensure participants were 
aware that they could change their decision (reversible condition) or not (irreversible 
condition), a manipulation check was performed. Subsequently, participants filled in the 
same choice satisfaction survey they filled in during the first part of the study. 
Participants’ were then debriefed and received compensation.  
Stimuli  
The online dating profiles contained faces extracted from the Radboud Faces 
Database (Langner, Dotsch, Bijlstra, Wigboldus, Hawk & van Knippenberg, 2010), as 
well as stock photos from men (Pexels, 2018). The set of stimuli contained faces of men 
from all races, as individuals are more likely to be attracted to someone from the same 
race when in search of a romantic partner (Ansari & Klinenberg, 2015). 
After logging in, participants could see a webpage containing a lay-out similar to 
overview pages from dating websites like OkCupid (2018) or Plenty Of Fish (2018). The 
overview page contained 24 thumbnails with profile pictures of potential matches. 
Participants’ had the option to click on the thumbnail and were then presented with the 
corresponding profile page. The profile page contained a larger version of the profile 
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picture, a short introduction about the potential dating partner and some personal 
information (e.g., age, height, type of job) of the potential match. 
Measures 
During this study, two independent variables are used; reversibility condition 
(reversible versus. irreversible) and the degree of decisiveness. Subsequently, the effect 
of these two variables on the dependent variable choice satisfaction is studied.  
Action versus state orientation. To measure individual differences in 
decisiveness (i.e., action versus state orientation), the decision-related subscale (i.e., 
Prospective and Decision-related action orientation versus. hesitation) of Kuhls’ Action 
Control Scale (ACS-90; 1994) is used. This validated scale has supported decisiveness as 
a robust predictor of how people deal with demanding conditions in over 80 studies (e.g., 
Jostmann and Koole 2006, 2009; Kazén, Kaschel & Kuhl, 2008; Diefendorff, Richard & 
Gosserand, 2006; Ruigendijk & Koole, 2014). The decision-related subscale contains 12 
items, each introducing a demanding situation and two options of how to deal with the 
situation. One of the two options is scored as action-oriented, the other option as state-
oriented. An example of an item in this scale is the following; “When there are two things 
that I really want to do, but I can´t do both of them: (A) I quickly begin one thing and 
forget about the other, (B) It´s not easy for me to put the thing that I couldn´t do out of 
my mind.”. In this example-item, option A is scored as action-oriented and option B as 
state-oriented. The more frequent a participant answered action-oriented items, the 
greater his or her inclination towards action-orientation. By contrast, the more frequent a 
participant answered state-oriented items, the greater his or her inclination towards state-
orientation. 
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  Choice satisfaction. The dependent variable choice satisfaction was measured 
using an adapted version of a scale used in previous research (D’Angelo & Toma, 2016; 
Gilbert & Ebert, 2002; Iyengar & Lepper, 2000), using a 7-point Likert scale with 7 
items. The scale contains items related to the initial choice of online dating partner, such 
as: “How much do you like the individual whose profile you selected?” and “How 
satisfied are you with the dater you chose?”. 
Covariates. Similar to the research of D’Angelo & Toma (2016), a series of 
covariates were collected. These covariates could potentially affect choice satisfaction: 
1. Tendency for romantic idealization (e.g., “To what extent would you consider 
yourself a romanticist?”), is found to lead to more positive illusions, which leads 
to more satisfaction with romantic partners (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996). 
2. Previous relationship experience (e.g., “How many committed romantic 
relationships have you had to date?”), could affect perceptions of new partners 
(Furman, Brown, & Feiring 1999). 
3. Online dating experience (e.g., “How comfortable do you feel using online dating 
tools?”), participants familiar with online dating tools can be more comfortable 
with these tools (Sautter, Tippet, Morgan, 2010). 
4. Attitude towards online dating (e.g., “To what extent do you feel like there is an 
existing stigma felt towards online dating?”), to control for potential stigma 
concerning online dating (Cali, Coleman & Campbell, 2013). 
5. Online dating efficacy (e.g., “To what extent do you believe you can use online 
dating to get what you want”), to control for the capability of participants to use 
an online dating environment. 
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Results 
Our theorizing led to four predictions. First, we expected that the reversibility of a 
decision would influence the choice satisfaction of an individual (hypothesis 1). 
Furthermore, we predicted that state-oriented individuals were more satisfied with their 
choice in the irreversible condition, in comparison to the reversible condition (hypothesis 
2a), whereas no significant difference in satisfaction between both conditions for action-
oriented individuals (hypothesis 2b). Thirdly, we predicted that state-oriented individuals 
were less satisfied when their choice was reversible, when compared to action-oriented 
individuals (3a). In the irreversible decision, we expected no difference amongst action- 
and state-oriented individuals.  
Outliers 
Based on the standardized residuals, one outlier on the dependent variable choice 
satisfaction for time 2 was found (z = 3.41). For the dependent variable of the differences 
between choice satisfaction at Time 1 and choice satisfaction at Time 2 two outliers were 
found (z = 3.65, z = 4.50). However, it is plausible that an individual could be extremely 
happy with his or her choice. Therefore, there is no reason to exclude the outlier from 
further analysis. 
Reliability check  
 A preliminary reliability analysis was performed on both the choice satisfaction 
scale, as well as Kuhls’ Action Control Scale (1994). The choice satisfaction scale 
consisted of 6 items and was found to be highly reliable at Time 1 (α = .89), as well as 
Time 2 (α = .90). Kuhl’s Action Control Scale (1994) consisted of 12 items and was 
found to be highly reliable (α = .83).  
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Manipulation check 
Levene’s test for equality of variances was found to be significant (F = 4.27, p = 
.041), indicating nonequality of variances between groups (reversible versus irreversible 
condition). A significant difference during Time 1 in the degree to which an individual 
perceived their choice to be reversible between the reversible and irreversible condition 
(t(123.65) = -7.731, p < .001) was found. This indicates that individuals in the reversible 
condition (M = 5.13, SD = 1.44) perceived their choice to be more reversible when 
compared to individuals in the irreversible condition (M = 3.06, SD = 1.60). 
For Time 2, there was a significant difference in the degree to which an individual 
regarded their choice as reversible between the reversible and irreversible condition 
(t(123.65) = -7.731, p < .001). Individuals in the reversible condition (M = 5.13, SD = 
1.44) regarded their choice to be more reversible when compared to individuals in the 
irreversible condition (M = 3.06, SD = 1.60). These results support the notion that the 
manipulation (reversible versus irreversible) was successful.  
Hypotheses testing 
Choice satisfaction at time 2. First, a multiple regression of analysis (MRA) with 
choice satisfaction at Time 2 as dependent variable and condition (reversible versus 
irreversible), decisiveness (action- versus state-orientation) and the interaction effect of 
condition and decisiveness as independent variables was performed. Covariates were 
included in this analysis. 
The analysis of the dependent variable choice satisfaction at Time 2 resulted in 
the model to be nonsignificant (F(13, 117) = 1.319, p = .212, R2 = .128). We did not find 
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any significant effects of decisiveness (β = -.179, p = .170), condition (β = .076, p = .399) 
and the interaction effect of decisiveness and condition (β = .089, p = .487). 
Choice satisfaction (time 1 - time 2). Second, a multiple regression of analysis 
(MRA) with difference in choice satisfaction between Time 1 and Time 2 as dependent 
variable and condition (reversible versus irreversible), decisiveness (action- versus state-
orientation) and the interaction effect of condition and decisiveness as independent 
variables was performed. Covariates were included in this analysis. 
The analysis of the difference in choice satisfaction at Time 1 and at Time 2 
resulted in the model to be nonsignificant (F(13, 117) = .889, p = .566, R2 = .090). We 
did not find any significant effects of decisiveness (β = .035, p = .789), condition (β = 
.079, p = .389) and the interaction effect of decisiveness and condition (β = -.037, p 
=.779). 
Hypothesis 1 relies on a significant main effect of reversibility. The current data 
show no significant main effect of reversibility, which leads to a rejection of hypothesis 
1. Both hypothesis 2 and hypothesis 3 rely on a interaction effect between the variables 
decisiveness and condition. However, the absence of a significant interaction effect of 
condition and decisiveness in both analyses results in a rejection for both hypothesis 2 
and hypothesis 3. 
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Discussion 
The aim of the present research was to examine whether decisiveness moderates 
the effect of decision reversibility on choice satisfaction. Therefore, we experimentally 
manipulated the changeability of a decision and examined how this affects choice 
satisfaction. The results showed no significant moderating effect of decisiveness on the 
effects of the changeability of a decision. Thus, no evidence was found to support the 
prediction that action- and state-oriented individuals differ in how they respond to 
(ir)reversible decision situations. These results do not support our previous stated 
hypotheses. More specifically, we predicted that individuals who were given the 
opportunity to change their decision were less satisfied with their choice, when compared 
to individuals who’s decision was final. Furthermore, we hypothesized that state-oriented 
individuals are more satisfied with their choice in online romantic partner when their 
choice is irreversible, when compared to state-oriented individuals who could change 
their online partner choice (hypothesis 2a). At the same time, we predicted that action-
oriented individuals were less affected by the reversibility effect; choice satisfaction of 
action-oriented individuals would not be affected by the reversibility of their online 
romantic partner choice (hypothesis 2b). Due to the nonsignificant interaction effect, no 
evidence to support this hypothesis was found. 
Furthermore, we expected that state-oriented individuals experienced lower levels 
of choice satisfaction when they were given the option to change their choice of online 
romantic partner (hypothesis 3a), when compared to action-oriented individuals. At the 
same time, we expected that state-oriented, as well as action-oriented individuals were 
equally satisfied with their online romantic partner choice when their choice was 
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irreversible (hypothesis 3b). Due to the nonsignificant interaction effect, no evidence to 
support this hypothesis was found. 
It is remarkable that the data from the current research does not support either of 
the previously discussed hypotheses. These results of the current research contradict 
findings from previous research. Based on the literature, we expected an interaction effect 
between reversibility of a decision and decisiveness (action- versus state-orientation) on 
choice satisfaction due to similar psychological constructs which were found to affect 
choice satisfaction, such as increased spreading of alternatives, reduced working memory 
capacity and how unfinished goals are approached (Bullens et al., 2011; Bullens, et al., 
2013; D’Angelo & Toma, 2016; Frey, 1981; Frey, 1986; Frey et al., 1984; Frey & Rosch, 
1984; Gilbert & Ebert, 2002; Jostmann, et al., 2012; Jostmann and Koole 2006; 
Ruigendijk & Koole, 2014).  
 Even though the main focus of the current study was to examine a possible 
interaction effect of decisiveness and the reversibility effect, we also expected to find 
evidence for a main effect of reversibility. Yet, the results show no significant effect of 
reversibility. This is remarkable, for an absence of the reversibility effect in the current 
study contradicts findings of previous studies (e.g., D’Angelo & Toma, 2016; Gilbert & 
Ebert, 2002; Bullens et al., 2013). More specifically, the setting of the current experiment 
is a replication of a study conducted by D’Angelo & Toma (2016), who found significant 
support of a reversibility effect, contrary to the results of the current study. 
Several possible explanations for these contradicting results are suggested. Firstly, 
48 out of the 131 participants took little time to complete the first part of the survey (i.e., 
less than six minutes, the minimum time that was required to complete the pilot survey 
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test runs), which could indicate that participants did not read instructions thoroughly or 
did not think their final choice through.  
Furthermore, participants were recruited via an online subject pool, where 
individuals can register to participate in scientific experiments. If a participant indeed 
took little time to read instructions, it is possible that the cover story was not processed 
thoroughly, making an individual believe he or she participated in yet another scientific 
experiment, instead of testing a new online dating website. Also, even though participants 
were asked if they felt open for an online romantic relationship, it might be possible that 
participants were in fact, not really in search of a romantic partner. To increase the 
intentions of participants, and insure that they are indeed looking for a romantic 
relationship, we propose recruitment for future research could be done via dating 
websites. 
Thirdly, it is possible that the area of dating is generally perceived as being an 
indecisive area, meaning that individuals who generally do not experience decision 
difficulties (i.e., action oriented individuals), can suddenly experience decision 
difficulties in specific areas (Germeijs & de Boeck, 2002; Rassin, 2006). If dating is 
indeed perceived as a difficult decision experience by state- and action-oriented 
individuals, this could explain why no significant interaction effect was found. 
The current study is not without limitations. Firstly, the present research merely 
focusses on heterosexual women between 18-35 years old and could therefore not be 
generalized to the entire population. Secondly, the participants were recruited using an 
online subject pool (i.e., Prolific). This subject pool is generally used for (social) 
experiments (i.e., a laboratory setting), which could make the cover story less credible. 
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However, future research on decisiveness and reversibility could take these limitations 
into account and prevent them in further experiments. Although no support for the 
hypotheses of the current research was found, we believe further research on decisiveness 
in (ir)reversible decision situations could provide insights as to how individual 
differences affects choice satisfaction. 
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Appendix A 
 Cover Story Online Dating Satisfaction 
Please read the following information carefully. This Prolific session consists of two parts: 
 1. Testing a new online dating website. For this test we need your participation now (20 
minutes), and again in a week (5 minutes). Because we are aiming for a realistic 
evaluation of the website, if you have no intention to meet a romantic partner or are 
not female please do not participate in the current Prolific session. This study is FOR 
FEMALES ONLY.  
 2. A study on decisiveness. For this study you will fill in a questionnaire on decisiveness, 
immediately after testing the dating website today (5 minutes). 
 For the test of the new dating website, you will first be asked to answer some questions about 
demographics (e.g. age, gender, etc.) and about your attitudes towards and experience 
with online dating. After that, you will start testing the dating website. You will screen 24 
profiles containing pictures and a description of members of the dating website. After you 
have screened the profiles you will be asked to select a potential dating partner. We will 
then ask you to evaluate the website and the potential dating partner you have selected. A 
week later, we will ask you some short questions to evaluate the website once more. The 
information we gather will only be used to improve the experience of the website before 
we open it up to the real world. 
 For the study on decisiveness, we you will be asked to choose which of 24 behaviors describe 
you best. 
 You will be paid for your participation after you have completed the second test of the dating 
website (in a week from now). 
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If you agree to participate, please be aware that you are free to withdraw at any point throughout 
the duration of the experiment. However, if you do not complete the study (part 1 and 
part 2, which you will do next week), you will not receive any compensation.   
 All information you provide is anonymized and will not be associated with your name. The 
anonymized information you provide will be combined with information from other 
participants and then used for scientific analysis. All information will be kept confidential 
and your name will not be associated with any research findings. 
 If for any reason during this study you do not feel comfortable, you may exit and your 
information will be discarded. 
 The test of the dating website and the study on decisiveness are both projects from Leiden 
University. If you have questions regarding the project, please feel free to contact us 
through email: Lottie Bullens, l.bullens@fsw.leidenuniv.nl 
 Statement: 
 - I have read the provided information for participants. I could ask additional questions. My 
questions have been answered adequately. I have had sufficient time to decide whether or 
not I participate. 
- I am aware that participation is completely voluntary. I know that I can decide at any moment 
not to participate or to stop. I do not need to provide a reason for that. 
 - My responses are processed anonymously or in a coded way. 
 - I give consent to use my data for the purposes that are mentioned in the provided information 
 
